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Poverty Thresholds for 2013 by Size of Family and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years
    
Size of family unit
  None    One    Two   Three   Four   Five   Six   Seven Eight+
One person (unrelated individual).…..
  Under 65 years....................……… 12,119
  65 years and over.................……… 11,173
Two people.........................………..
  Householder under 65 years........... 15,600 16,057
  Householder 65 years and over...…. 14,081 15,996
Three people.......................………… 18,222 18,751 18,769
Four people........................………… 24,028 24,421 23,624 23,707
Five people........................…………… 28,977 29,398 28,498 27,801 27,376
Six people.........................…………… 33,329 33,461 32,771 32,110 31,128 30,545
Seven people.......................………… 38,349 38,588 37,763 37,187 36,115 34,865 33,493
Eight people.......................………… 42,890 43,269 42,490 41,807 40,839 39,610 38,331 38,006
Nine people or more................……… 51,594 51,844 51,154 50,575 49,625 48,317 47,134 46,842 45,037




































































The “bible” of current and historical poverty data
10
Graph from the 2012 report showing poverty trends over time: 












































































Census Bureau June 2014 report on “Changes in Concentrated Poverty” 
(census tracts with 20% or more in poverty) from 2000 to 2008-12
21
An easy way to get poverty data: Subject Table S1701
Always use the 5-year dataset as this splits data by age, gender, race, etc.
22
Longer Timeframes and Larger Geographies Lower the Margin of Error
23
Year Percent in Pov. MOE Percent in Pov. MOE
2005 40.4 +/- 4.8 41.0 +/- 3.8
2006 29.7 +/- 5.2 29.6 +/- 4.5
2007 36.7 +/- 5.9 34.4 +/- 5.3
2008 30.3 +/- 5.5 29.0 +/- 5.2
2009 29.9 +/- 6.0 33.8 +/- 5.2
2010 33.8 +/- 5.0 36.6 +/- 4.9
2011 29.6 +/- 4.7 29.7 +/- 4.3
2012 35.1 +/- 5.2 34.2 +/- 4.5
2005-07 35.7 +/- 3.5 35.3 +/- 3.1
2006-08 32.4 +/- 3.1 31.1 +/- 2.9
2007-09 32.5 +/- 3.6 32.7 +/- 3.2
2008-10 31.1 +/- 3.2 33.2 +/- 3.1
2009-11 30.9 +/- 3.0 33.1 +/- 3.1
2010-12 32.4 +/- 2.9 33.3 +/- 2.9
2005-09 33.8 +/- 2.4 34.0 +/- 2.2
2006-10 32.0 +/- 2.4 32.4 +/- 2.2
2007-11 31.2 +/- 2.4 32.2 +/- 2.1
2008-12 31.5 +/- 2.3 32.5 +/- 2.3
Comparison of Omaha Metro Black 
Poverty Rates in Various ACS
Comparison of Nebraska 











This was reported correctly based upon the only ACS data at that time; 
while Omaha has poverty issues, new data show it is not “highest in the country”
24








































United States 2.574 n/a
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Metro 5.329 1
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI Metro 5.182 2
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Metro 4.645 3
Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA Metro 4.600 4
Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI Metro 4.249 5
Madison, WI Metro 4.043 6
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY Metro 3.993 7
Rochester, NY Metro 3.954 8
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA Metro 3.945 9
Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO Metro 3.934 10
Lancaster, PA Metro 3.921 11
Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI Metro 3.826 12
New Haven-Milford, CT Metro 3.818 13
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA Metro 3.780 14
Memphis, TN-MS-AR Metro 3.707 15
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT Metro 3.691 16
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Met 3.690 17
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH Metro 3.679 18
Salt Lake City, UT Metro 3.576 19
Syracuse, NY Metro 3.520 20
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY Metro 3.487 21
Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA Metro 3.417 22
St. Louis, MO-IL Metro 3.381 23
Pittsburgh, PA Metro 3.312 24









United States 26.5 n/a 10.3 n/a
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA Metro 45.1 1 11.9 12
Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI Metro 40.9 2 10.7 24
Toledo, OH Metro 40.2 3 12.6 4
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA Metro 39.1 4 12.7 3
Fresno, CA Metro 37.8 5 11.8 14
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI Metro 37.7 6 7.3 79
Syracuse, NY Metro 37.6 7 10.7 23
Madison, WI Metro 37.6 8 9.3 47
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY Metro 36.1 9 9.0 55
Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA Metro 35.4 10 7.7 75
Rochester, NY Metro 34.6 11 8.8 61
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Metro 33.8 12 6.3 94
Bakersfield-Delano, CA Metro 33.4 13 13.1 1
Akron, OH Metro 33.2 14 11.5 17
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH Metro 32.8 15 8.9 59
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI Metro 32.5 16 10.2 29
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN Metro 32.4 17 10.0 33
Pittsburgh, PA Metro 32.2 18 9.7 39
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA Metro 32.0 19 10.5 25
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN Metro 32.0 20 10.7 22
Tulsa, OK Metro 31.7 21 10.2 28
Knoxville, TN Metro 31.7 22 12.4 6
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA Metro 31.5 23 8.0 72
Dayton, OH Metro 31.4 24 11.8 13

























The SPM – what is it?
28
Summary of noncash benefits and additional relevant costs that the 
















Differences between the SPM and “Official” poverty
30
Example of Criticism of Using One Poverty Threshold for the U.S.:
























The SPM shows how poverty would be effected if certain factors 
were taken out of the calculation
33Home energy assistance program




















While the overall OPM and SPM values are similar, there are big 
differences by demographic characteristic
35
Category OPM SPM Difference
Male 13.7 15.3 + 1.5*
Female 16.4 16.7 + 0.3
Married couple 7.5 10.0 + 2.5*
Female householder 29.1 28.9 ‐ 0.2
Male householder 17.9 23.1 + 5.2*
New SPM 30.9 18.4 ‐12.5*
White, non Hispanic 9.8 10.7 + 0.9*
Asian 11.8 16.7 + 4.9*
Black 27.3 25.8 ‐ 1.6*
Hispanic 25.8 27.8 + 2.0*













Accounting for programs for the “needy” and taxes on higher earners 











The SPM is statistically different in all but 9 states; all those in the 





Here are the differences between the SPM and OPM; Note the declines in  
the Plains and South while big increases in red are on the coasts
40
BEA Regional Price Parities Show Nebraska and Nearby States to Have 









Comparison of Poverty Thresholds in the 2012 SPM for 
2 adult 2 child families; recall the official threshold was $23,283
42
Owner with Owner no
Area Mortgage Mortgage Renter
U.S. 25,784 21,400 25,105
NE: Omaha MSA 24,569 20,595 23,954
NE: Combined small metros 23,263 19,731 22,719
NE: Nonmetro 21,642 18,658 21,184
IA: Des Moines MSA 24,043 20,248 23,457
IA: Combined small metros 23,173 19,672 22,633
IA: Nonmetro 21,252 18,400 20,815
CA: San Jose MSA 35,493 27,827 34,296
CA: Combined small metros 25,004 20,883 24,366













United States 15.1 n/a






















Rhode Island 13.8 23














New York 16.5 37
North Carolina 16.8 39
West Virginia 17.2 40
Tennessee 17.3 41
Kentucky 17.4 42





District of Columbia 19.3 48
























United States 15.1 16.0 0.8 * n/a n/a n/a n/a
Iowa 10.5 8.6 -1.9 * 6 1 5 18
North Dakota 11.5 9.2 -2.3 * 13 2 11 9
Wyoming 10.2 9.2 -1.0 * 4 2 2 26
Minnesota 10.4 9.7 -0.6 * 5 4 1 27
Nebraska 11.0 9.8 -1.2 * 9 5 4 22
Vermont 11.3 10.1 -1.3 * 12 6 6 15
New Hampshire 7.6 10.2 2.6 * 1 7 -6 37
South Dakota 13.9 10.6 -3.3 * 24 8 16 2
Wisconsin 11.7 10.8 -0.9 * 15 9 6 15
Maine 13.1 11.2 -1.9 * 19 10 9 14
Kansas 14.5 11.5 -2.9 * 26 11 15 3
Idaho 14.8 11.6 -3.1 * 27 12 15 3
Utah 10.7 11.6 0.8 7 12 -5 36
Montana 14.9 12.1 -2.9 * 28 14 14 6
Washington 12.1 12.2 0.1 16 15 1 27
Missouri 15.3 12.4 -2.9 * 30 16 14 6
Alaska 11.6 12.5 0.9 14 17 -3 34
Connecticut 9.8 12.5 2.7 * 2 17 -15 45
Pennsylvania 13.1 12.6 -0.4 19 19 0 30
West Virginia 17.2 12.9 -4.3 * 40 20 20 1
Ohio 15.4 13.2 -2.2 * 31 21 10 11
Virginia 11.0 13.3 2.3 * 9 22 -13 42
Maryland 10.1 13.4 3.3 * 3 23 -20 49
Oklahoma 16.3 13.4 -2.8 * 35 23 12 8
Alabama 16.3 13.5 -2.8 * 35 25 10 11
Michigan 14.9 13.5 -1.3 * 28 25 3 23
Kentucky 17.4 13.6 -3.8 * 42 27 15 3
Rhode Island 13.8 13.6 -0.2 23 27 -4 35
Colorado 12.6 13.7 1.1 * 17 29 -12 41
Massachusetts 11.1 13.8 2.7 * 11 30 -19 48
Delaware 13.2 13.9 0.6 21 31 -10 40
Oregon 14.3 13.9 -0.4 25 31 -6 37
Indiana 15.8 14.2 -1.7 * 33 33 0 30
North Carolina 16.8 14.2 -2.6 * 39 33 6 15
Illinois 13.7 15.2 1.5 * 22 35 -13 42
New Jersey 10.7 15.5 4.8 * 7 36 -29 51
Tennessee 17.3 15.5 -1.8 * 41 36 5 18
South Carolina 17.6 15.8 -1.8 * 43 38 5 18
Mississippi 20.7 16.1 -4.6 * 50 39 11 9
New Mexico 20.3 16.1 -4.2 * 49 39 10 11
Texas 17.7 16.4 -1.3 * 44 41 3 23
Arkansas 18.1 16.5 -1.6 * 45 42 3 23
Hawaii 12.9 17.3 4.4 * 18 43 -25 50
New York 16.5 18.1 1.6 * 37 44 -7 39
Georgia 18.5 18.2 -0.3 46 45 1 27
Louisiana 21.3 18.5 -2.9 * 51 46 5 18
Arizona 18.5 18.8 0.3 46 47 -1 32
Florida 15.5 19.5 4.1 * 32 48 -16 47
Nevada 16.0 19.8 3.8 * 34 49 -15 45
District of Columbia 19.3 22.7 3.4 * 48 50 -2 33

















The Upper Plains has the lowest poverty; the deep south not nearly as 









While the Poverty Rate fluctuates with Economic Conditions, the 
Percentage of those who are “Near Poor” is relatively stable
46




























Graphic View of Data from SIPP report; chronic poverty is fairly rare but 































































• A census study took off-campus students enrolled in college 
out of the poverty calculation as well: http://tinyurl.com/nnjphef
 Found that the poverty rate for off-campus students was a whopping 
55% in Nebraska (above U.S. average of 52%)
 Once removed, Nebraska’s poverty rate dropped 1.1 points from 
12.7 to 11.6% (more than U.S. drop of 0.7 points; only 6 states had a 
bigger drop)
 Kearney -5.4 points
 Lincoln -3.5 
 Omaha -1.2 
 Norfolk -0.9
 The higher the proportion of college students, the bigger the impact; 
Ames, IA -16.8; Manhattan, KS -16.0
 Allows for a more apples-to-apples comparison of locations when 
one has a major college student population
 With college students:     Lincoln poverty (16.9%) > Omaha (16.3%)
 Without college students: Lincoln poverty (13.5%) < Omaha (15.1%)
Examining the Effect of Off-Campus College Students on Poverty
54
If you mix 
hot sauce 
into your 
ramen, it 
tastes 
exactly like 
poverty.
d
• Poverty data from the Census Bureau are statistical 
measures that delve into the “concept of need” based 
upon income received
– They are not perfect but help us gauge the issue
• Poverty data based on income say nothing about the assets 
possessed/available to that person/household
• Be mindful of the possibility for sampling error and always use the 
longest/most accurate dataset when splitting figures by age, race, 
etc.
• The SPM is an effort to update the original measure and 
more fully account for government programs and 
relevant costs faced by today’s households
– Will be revolutionary for how poverty is compared among 
demographic groups and geographies
• Accounting for how living costs fluctuate across the country is 
extremely important and provides more “real world” figures
• Poverty is a complex topic
– People are constantly moving into and out of poverty
• Some preconceived notions about poverty are shortsighted or 
out‐of‐date
Summary
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